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Many of them have qualified for the 
temporary relief provided by the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals, 
DACA, program, which has established 
a path for them to become our next 
generation of teachers, engineers, pub-
lic servants, and doctors. Our Senate- 
passed, comprehensive bill included the 
DREAM Act, an important measure 
that would have provided a long-last-
ing solution to the problems these cou-
rageous young individuals face, ac-
knowledging that they deserve to be 
part of our Nation’s future. 

The Senate-passed bill would have 
addressed many of the injustices in our 
current immigration system. It was a 
remarkable example of all that we can 
accomplish when we actually focus on 
the hard job of legislating. But the Re-
publican-led House of Representatives 
blocked that effort. It stubbornly re-
fused to even allow a vote on that bill. 
Given that lack of action, I understand 
the President’s frustration and motiva-
tion. His Executive action was a re-
sponse to what we all acknowledge is a 
broken system, but it is no substitute 
for comprehensive immigration reform. 

Following the President’s announce-
ment, the Senate Judiciary Committee 
held a hearing on the Executive action 
program and heard the testimony of 
Astrid Silva. Hers is a fundamentally 
American story. It is similar in many 
ways to those of our parents and grand-
parents. It is a story of a family look-
ing to find a better life. Astrid qualifies 
for the President’s Deferred Action for 
Childhood Arrivals, DACA, program. 
And her parents would be eligible for 
the Deferred Action for Parents of 
Americans and Lawful Permanent 
Residents, DAPA, program because her 
younger brother is a U.S. citizen. For 
more than 20 years, Astrid’s family has 
been working hard and contributing to 
their local community. They are the 
kind of family we want to have as our 
neighbors and coworkers. Their stories 
remind us that their dreams, along 
with those of so many others affected 
by our dysfunctional immigration sys-
tem, hang in the balance, and under-
score the need for a permanent legisla-
tive solution. 

Some in Congress claim that the 
President’s executive action under-
mined the prospect of achieving com-
prehensive immigration reform. But I 
remind them that the President’s ac-
tion—prompted by congressional inac-
tion—is not an excuse for continued 
congressional inaction. We must keep 
working to find a permanent legisla-
tive solution that provides today’s im-
migrants with an opportunity to pros-
per and contribute to our country. As 
families across the Nation gather next 
week around the table to give thanks, 
we will all count our family members 
and their security among our greatest 
blessings. Our fight for comprehensive 
immigration reform is at its core a 
fight to help reunite families and pro-
vide the security that we all want for 
our loved ones. I urge Republicans to 
return to the cooperative and bipar-

tisan approach of 2013 and work on 
comprehensive immigration reform 
legislation. The American people sup-
port immigration reform. It is the 
right thing to do, and it should not be 
delayed any longer. 

f 

REFORMING THE EB–5 REGIONAL 
CENTER PROGRAM 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
championed the EB–5 Regional Center 
Program for many years. I have done 
so because I have seen its ability to 
generate investment and create jobs in 
distressed communities. But the pro-
gram is facing some pressing chal-
lenges. Reports of rampant fraud and 
abuse raise serious concerns and 
threaten to cripple the program’s in-
tegrity. The incentives Congress estab-
lished to invest in high unemployment 
and rural communities are also rou-
tinely abused, undermining a core ob-
jective of the program—to spur growth 
and create jobs in underserved areas. 
The Regional Center Program is set to 
expire on December 11. It should be re-
authorized, but we should not extend it 
blindly. There is bipartisan consensus 
that the program is in dire need of re-
form, and we cannot squander this op-
portunity. 

I have long sought reforms to the Re-
gional Center Program. Last Congress, 
my EB–5 amendment to Comprehensive 
Immigration Reform provided the De-
partment of Homeland Security addi-
tional authority to revoke suspect re-
gional center designations or immi-
grant petitions. It also provided for in-
creased reporting, background checks, 
and securities oversight. My amend-
ment was unanimously approved in the 
Judiciary Committee, but unfortu-
nately the improvements it contained 
have all had to wait, as the House of 
Representatives failed to allow a vote 
on the bipartisan immigration reform 
bill that passed the Senate last Con-
gress. 

In the past year, only more concerns 
have emerged. In January, I joined 
Senators GRASSLEY, CORKER, JOHNSON, 
and others in requesting that the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office, GAO, 
audit the EB–5 program. The GAO re-
port released in August detailed fraud 
vulnerabilities within the program and 
questioned its economic impact. Sepa-
rate reports from the Department of 
Homeland Security’s Office of Intel-
ligence and Analysis and Office of the 
Inspector General highlighted addi-
tional issues that need to be addressed. 

I am also troubled by the fact that 
the incentives Congress created to pro-
mote EB–5 investment in rural and 
high unemployment areas have been 
rendered meaningless. Investors are 
provided a discount if they choose to 
invest in rural or high unemployment 
areas, known as targeted employment 
areas or TEAs. At present, however, 
the most affluent neighborhoods in the 
country routinely qualify as TEAs by 
selectively stitching together other-
wise unrelated census tracts. Depart-

ment of Homeland Security Secretary 
Johnson rightly described this practice 
as gerrymandering. I do not suggest 
that affluent areas should not benefit 
from EB–5; they should. But they 
should not qualify for incentives in-
tended to benefit high unemployment 
and rural areas. These areas typically 
do not have access to significant cap-
ital and often struggle to create jobs. 

Secretary Johnson himself called for 
significant reforms to strengthen the 
Regional Center Program. In a letter 
to the Judiciary Committee last April, 
he asked for authority to quickly act 
on criminal and national security con-
cerns, additional protections for inves-
tors, enhanced reporting and auditing, 
improved integrity of TEAs, increased 
minimum investment amounts, and 
more. 

I have now worked for over 2 years to 
develop legislation that would provide 
a necessary overhaul of the Regional 
Center Program. In June, I was joined 
by Chairman GRASSLEY in introducing 
this reform-oriented legislation, S.1501. 
Since then, Chairman GRASSLEY and I 
have worked with House Judiciary 
Chairman GOODLATTE on a bicameral 
bill based on S.1501. 

This bicameral bill would provide the 
Department with the authorities and 
investigative tools necessary to ad-
dress national security concerns and 
fraud. The reforms include further ex-
panding background checks, con-
ducting a more thorough vetting of im-
migrant investors and proposed invest-
ments, and providing for the ability to 
proactively investigate fraud, both in 
the United States and abroad, using a 
dedicated fund paid for by certain pro-
gram participants. The bill would pro-
vide greater protections for investors 
and clarity and shorter processing 
times for project developers. It would 
also raise minimum investment thresh-
olds so more money goes to the com-
munities that need it. And it would 
help to restore the program to its 
original intent, by ensuring that incen-
tives to invest in distressed and under-
capitalized areas are restored. 

Such reforms would answer the con-
cerns raised by Secretary Johnson, the 
Department’s inspector general, the 
GAO, and others, instilling both con-
fidence and transparency in the pro-
gram. I believe these reforms would re-
sult in a secure EB–5 program that cre-
ates American jobs and promotes eco-
nomic growth throughout our country. 
We cannot continue to leave the De-
partment ill-equipped to administer 
this job creation program. We know 
what is needed to fix it. And we should 
fix it now. 

f 

NOMINATION OBJECTION 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I in-
tend to object to any unanimous con-
sent request at the present time relat-
ing to the nomination of Thomas A. 
Shannon, Jr., of Virginia, a career 
member of the Senior Foreign Service, 
class of Career Ambassador, to be an 
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